


eminent Issues which need to be kwked into.

A Senior Reactor Operator (SRO) at Callaway mmg& wrote a condition report (CARS 200703001) In March
2007 questioning whether or not the plant’s Techn tions allowed the P-4/564°F FWIS to be bypassed In
MODEs 1 & 2, Because this condition report was written just days prior o Refueling Qutage 15, plant management
pressure! the Senlor Reactor Operator to withdraw his.condition report. Because the condition report was deleted prior to
it being sent to the plant’s Screening Committee, it does not appear In the Callaway Action Request System's database;
however, I have a hard copy of the original report. ’

Enclosed with the attached letter Is some background information regarding this Issue. Included in the endosure are
some Internal Callaway Plant emalis concerning the plant’s decision to allow bypassing the P-4/564°F FWIS in MODEs 1 &
2. From the emalis it is apparent that there was much discussion reganding the decision of whether or not the plant's
Technical Specifications allowed this safety function to be bypassed. The decision by Ameren to not pursue a change to
Callaway Plant's Technical Specifications was a conscious decision by its Licensing Department, 1 am requesting that the
US NRC review this decision and determine whether or not it is their opinion that a change to Callaway Plant’s Technical
Specifications is needed.

As a former submarine officer, I assume you are famillar with the following quote from Admiral Rickover:

A major flaw in our system of government, and even In industry, Is the latitude allowext to do less than is necessary. Too
often officials are willing to acvept and adapt to situations they know to be wrong. The tendency is to downplay
problems instead of actively trying to correct them, :

1 believe that if you choose to look Into this Issue, you will find that the tendency to "downplay problems instead of
actively trying to correct them™ was not only present within Ameren when they consciously chose not Yo revise their
Technical Specifications prior to blocking P-4/564°F in MODE 1, but Is also present in our own Region IV where they have
allowed Callaway Plant to conduct practices, for which they dted Wolf Creek, because Ameren was able to get a less than
adequate safety evaluation past NRR In the mid-1990s (a safety evaluation which only addressed bypassing the P-
4/546°F FWIS In MODE 3 and was silent o MODEs 1 & 2). ‘

T've copied Missouri legislator Jeanette Oxford on this emall and the attached 10CFR2.206 Request, Representative
Oxford has been assisting me with getting Safety Culture Issues addressed at Callaway Plant, and she Is also concerned
with ensuring the ratepayers in the State of Missouri are not unnecessarily burdened with operating expenses stemming
from poor stewardship of generating fadlitles (although the Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Company Is in Kansas, there
may be some Missourians In the Kansas City area who fall into WCNOC's rate base since it is partially owned by Kansas -
City Power & Light). The Citizen's Utility Ratepayer Board in Kansas may be interested in the outcome of this request
since this Issue obviously concerns thelr ratepayers. It is my opinlon that Callaway Plant has not been meeting Technical
Specification 3.3.2; however, if I am wrong about Callaway Plant, then it is my opinion that Wolf Creek unnecessarily
incurred expenses responding to the errors of NRC Inspectors in 2009 and 2010,  These expenses incuded protesting a
noncited violation {NCV 05000482/2009004-04), writing and revising a Licensee Event Report (LER 482-2009-009,
revisions 0 and 1), and processing a Technical Specification amendment (LA 194).

v/r,
Larry
Lawrence S. Criscione

{573} 230-3959
Hurman experience shows that people, not o@m!zatqu_rs or management sysgems. get things done.

From: Mohan.Thadani@nrc.gov

To: Iscriscdone@hotmail.com; James.Polickoskl@nrc.gov

Date: Tue, 6 Sep 2011 08:19:07 0400

Subject: RE: P-4/564°F FWIS at Wolf Creek and Callaway Plant

Larry:

| have not seen an amendment request, similar to the subject Wolf Creek Amendment, for Callaway Plant,
Unit 1.



Mohan

From: Lawrence Crisclone [malito:iscriscione@hotmall.com]

Sent: Friday, September 02, 2011 8:27 PM

To: Thadanl, Mohan; Polickoski, James

Subject: P-4/564°F FWIS at Wolf Creek and Callaway Plant

Jim/Mohan,

Flease see the attached document (ML110550846) conceming the P-4/564°F FWIS at Wolf Creek,

Both Wolf Creek and Callaway Plant have a ESFAS feature wherein a Feed Water Isolation Signal is generated under the
following conditions:

1. The reactor trip breakers are open (as read by permissive P-4) with P-4 not reset
AND

2. Reactor Coofant Temperature less than 564°F (Lo-Tavg).

On April 13, 2010 Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Company a request (ML101100391) to amend its operating license such
that the P-4/564°F FWIS was no longer required during MODE 3.

On March 30, 2011 we approved Wolf Creek’s requested amendment (ML110550846).

To your knowledge, has Callaway Plant submitted a similar amendment? That is, to your knowledge, do the Technical
Specifications at Callaway Plant allow it to block the P-4/564°F FWIS (function 8.a) during MODE 37

Larry

Lawrence S. Criscione
(573) 230-3959



Qctober 7, 2011

1412 Dial Court
Springfield, Il 62704

Bili Borchardt

Executive Director of Operations

United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Dear Mr. Borchardt;

1 am submitting the information contained below as a 10CFR2.208 request. The address above
is my home address; howsver, | work in the Washington, DC area and make it home to lilinois
infrequenlly, Please send all corespondence lo me electronically at either my personal email

account {LSCriscione@hotmail.com) or my work email. If you must send me a hard copy,
please send it to me at Mail Stop CSB/C2 A7.

The Reactor Shutdown procedure at Callaway Plant (OTG-ZZ-00005) is not comp liant with the
plant's Technical Specifications.

In 2007, the Reactor Shutdown procedure was revised to ailow the operators 1o shut the plant
down by tripping the control rods. Tripping the conlrol rods causes the P-4 permissive to
energize. One of the functions of the P4 permissive is to enable a Feedwater Isolation Signal
(FWIS) to occur on a "Low Tavg® signial (which occurs at 584°F). As part of the Reactor
Shutdown procedure the Instrumentation & Controls technicians bypass the P-4/564°F FWIS.

Callaway Plant's Technical Specifications require the P-4 permissive and all its assoclated
functions to be operable (l.e. not bypassed) when the plant's average coolant temperature is
above 350°F. By bypassing both trains of the P-4I564'F FWIS, the plant is not in compliance
with its Technical Specificalions.

Please process this lottar and its enclosure as & 10CFR2.206 request,

Very respectfully,

c.’)( Aot S' é:\-—oo-—v-@
Lawrence S. Crisclone, PE
(573) 230-3959

Enclosure (1}

Cc:  Jeanette Mott Oxford, Missouri House of Representatives



10CFR2.206 Request Regarding Blocking of the P-4/LoTavg
Feedwater Isolation Signal (FWIS) at Callaway Plant

81. Background

Wolf Creek is a nuclear reactor plant near Burlington, Kensas which is operated by the Wolf
Creek Nuclear Operating Company (WCNOC). Callaway Plent is a nuclear reactor plant in
Callaway County, Missouri which is operated by Ameren Corporation. The two nuclear reactor
plants are Westinghouse 4-Loop Pressurized Water Reactors and are of similar vintage and
design.

As part of their Engineered Safety Features Actuation System (ESFAS) both plants havea
permissive denoted P-4, P-4 is an electrical signal which is energized when the reactor trip
breakers are open and which permits the completion of other electrical signals. One of the
several elcctrical signals which are permitted by P-4 becoming energized is a Fecdwater
Isolation Signal (FWIS) on low average reactor coolant temperature {LoTavg), 1n 2007 (and
possibly to this day) LoTavg at Callaway Plant was elcctricaily set to 564°F,

The Reactor Trip Breakers (RTBs) provide power to the reactor’s control rods. The opening of
the RTBs cause the mechanica! equipment holding the control rods out of the reactor to de-
cnergize and thercby cause the contro! rods to fall into the reactor core. The control reds are
niade of a neutron absorbing material and their insertion into the reactor core disrupts the nuclear
fission chain reaction, causing the reactor to shut down.

Pressurized Water Reactors (PWRs) in the United States are inherently designed such that they
will automatically shut down due to a sharply rising reactor coolant temperature. The corollary
to this design feature, however, is that a sharply lowering reactor coolant temperature ¢an, in
conjunction with certain equipment failures, cause a shutdown reactor to inadvertently restart,
One of the “defense-in-depth” measures designed inte Wolf Creek and Callaway Plant to prevent
a sharply lowering reactor coolant temperature on a shutdown reactor is the Feedwater {solation
Signal which occurs when average reactor coolant temperature drops below 564°F with the
reactor trip breakers open (i.c. the P-4/564°F FWIS),

A Fecdwater Isolation Signal causes the plant's normal feedwater path to isolate and the plant’s
auxiliary feedwater system to activate. Although this is a desirable outcome during many reactor

accident scenarios, operating on auxiliary feedwater does have its drawbacks:

» Controlling steam generator levels is more difficult for the operators while operating on
auxiliary fecdwatcer than whilc opcrating on normal feedwater
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e Auxiliary feedwatcr is typically cooler than normal feedwater and can cause thcrmal
stresses to the feedwater piping.

For the above two reasons, by the mid-1990s both Callaway Plant and Wolf Creek were in the
habit of using electrical jumpers to bypass the P-4/564°F FWIS during certain plant evolutions,
Note that it is not my opinion that this was a bad practice. Itis my opinion that this was a good
practice, however, the acceptability and control of this activity may not have been adequately
evaluated by the utititics and the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission to detcnnine if the benclits
of the practice (c.g. less thermal stress and better operator control) outweighed the drawbacks
(e.g. degraded “dcfense-in-depth” for certain unlikely combinations of cquipment failures).

§1.1. Callaway Plant Operating License Amendment 126

In 1996, Callaway Plant originated an internal modification package {(CMP 96-1016A) to install
bypass switches around the P-4/564°F FWIS so that, when plant evolutions desired this signal to
be bypass, the signal could be bypassed by use of instalied switches instead of by installing
jumpers. This was a wisc modification. Instatling jumpcrs on engineercd safcty features always
involves some amount of risk of human crror that is not prcsent during the opcration of an
installed switch.

As part of the implementation of CMP 96-1016A, Union Elcetric (Ameren’s predecessor)
applied to the US NRC for a change to their Technical Specifications on Augusi 8, 1997, This
application was later supplementcd on November 10, 1997 and approved as License Amendment
" number 126 (LA126) on April 23, 1998. The approval letter is located in the Agencywide
Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS) as ML02 1640348. Enclosure 2 of this
letier (the safety evaluation for LA 126 conducted by the Office of Nuclcar Reacior Regulation)
is included below on pp. 40-42.

During 1996-98 [ 2 "igh'y-cxperienced and thorough US NRC licensed Senior

Reactor Operator (SRO) at Callaway Plant, was involved in the review and implementation of
LAI26 and CMP 96-1016A.

§!1.2. 10CFR50.59 Screening of the Callaway Plant Reactor Shutdown Procedure

1 was a US NRC licensed Senior Reactor Operator at Callaway Plant when, in January 2005, the
approached me about revising the Reactor Shutdown
Procedure (OTG-ZZ-00005) such that it permitted manually tripping the reactor as one of the
normial mcans of conducting a reactor shutdown. Duc to my involvement in rcvising the Plant
Cool Down procedure (OTG-ZZ-00006) and assignments for the Steam Gencrator Replacement

Outage (RF14) it took me ncarly a year before I could act upon [ rcquest.
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In early January 2006 1 originated Request For Resolution (RFR) 200600140 in the Callaway
Plant Action Request System (i.c. Ameren’s computerized system for implementing the legally
mandated Problem ldentification and Resolution process at Callaway Plant). As originally
writicn, RFR 200600140 requested resolution of two questions:

o Do current licensing documents requirg the P-4/Lo Tavg FWIS tv be operable in MODE
I or 2 (the originatar of this RFR could not find any requirement)?
» Do any Operability Determinations rely on the P-4/Lo Tavg FWIS being available?

On January 10, 2006 onc of the engincering supcrvisors- requested that I re-write
RFR 200600140 such that it was more general (see below, p. 39 of this enclosure). 1 no longer
havc access to RFR 200600140, but the wording was something to the effcct of “make any
licensing changes necessary for revision of the Reactor Shutdown procedure™. RFR 200600140
was then rejected by the RFR Screcning Commuittec as being too gencral.

In April 2006, the issuc was re-submitted as RFR 200602749, Although this document was only
concerned with blocking the FWIS permitted by P-4 and NOT with disabling permissive P-4,
RFR 200602749 was closed with a Lead Response which merely discusscd the fact that P-4 is
required to be operable in MODEs | and 2 per Tablc 3.3.2-1 of the plant’s Technical
Specifications (see below, p. 30 of this cnciosurc). Note that at the lime (and quitc possible stili)
Callaway Plant did not requirc any closure review of Requesis for Resolution to ensure they
were adequately addressed.

On September 5, 2006 | wrote yet a third Request for Resolution on this topic (RFR 200607357)
which made the follow requests (sec below, p. 29 of this enclosure):

s either docianent that there are no regulatory requlrements which prevent bypassing the
Feed Water Isolation Signal caused by P-4 and Lo Tavg {546°F) prior to tripping the
reactor from MODE 1 or 2,

o ormmake any necessary amendments to license docimients to allow bypassing the P-4/Lo
Tavg FWIS prior 1o tripping the reactor from MODE | or 2.

In a September 7, 2006 email exchange regarding “7ivipping the Control Banks in OTG-22-
- 00005 (see below, pp. 26-28 of this enclosure), [l or Cattaway Plant’s Licensing group
wrote, in refercnce to bypassing the P-4/564°F FWIS in MODEs | and 2, that:

B < :is group [Safety Analysis] don 't support doing just a Bases change.

In a fater email that same morning, [ stetcd:
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{ maintain this [bypassing the P-4/564°F FWIS in MODE 1 or 2] can be done via a Bases
change only; P-4 is operable whenever it receives the required RTB position inputs and
the permissive is satisfying its logic owtputs 1o SSPS. The enabled function that relies on
P-4. FWIS on low T-avg, is not required by ESFAS Function 5 nor credited in any
accident analysis that I’'m aware of.

I < rcsponded in an email stating (see below, p. 26 of this enclosure):

The Safety Analysis group is not opposed to a TS Bases change. Our point was that we
interpreted the IS such that a TS change would be required. However, we deferred to
Licensing as the TS Subject Matter Experts. (/- [Licensing] believes and can
document why a TS change is not needed and that only a TS Bases change is sufficient,
we have no strong objections.

Later, in a September 22, 2006 email (see below, p. 25 of this enclosure), [ mekes
statements which secm to endorse [ view that a TS change was required:

..]'d recommend a footnote be added to Table 3.3.2-1 Function 8a describing the
circunstances behind our desire to block this particular enabled function fiom P4 (ie,
allow it to be blocked during any of the Applicable MODES for P-4 during a plant
shutdown only, to be restored prior to MODE 2 eniry ascending). [Note that this is whal
Wolf Creek was required to do in 2010 in order to continue to block the P-4/564°F FWIS

during MODE 1.]

Safety Analysis makes a valid poini when they say typical ITS rules of usage do not allow
the Bases o modify the LCO Applicability. .

«.] think the best way to resolve all of the above is 10 submit a TS change and get a very
clear thumbs up or down from NRC.

.- position, however, changed by January 9, 2007 when he stated in an email (see
below, p. 22 of this enclosure): :

In the NRC's Sqfety Evaluation for LA 126 dated 4-23-98, they specifically reviewed and
Sfound acceprable our bypass switch design and our using it to block the FWIS initiated by
the coincidence of P-4/low T-avg as long as its use was limited to the jfollowing plant

conditions:
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o with T-avg less than or equal to 564°F (you can be in MODE | or 2, but must be
< 564°F)

o just prior to opening the RIBs (which satisfies the P-4 portion of this feedwater
isolation signal s logic).

NRC also wanted this FWIS restored by defeating the bypass prior tv emtering MODE 2

ascending during startup from an outage. As long as these limitations are observed, ny

aniendment is needed since it’s already been reviewed and approved by NRC. We conld
have been doing this since 4-23-98,

By January 10, 2007, I had been trying unsuccessfully for over a year to get the Callaway Plant
organization cither to state in some type of Quality Assurance record that it was alright for
Opcrations to bypass the P-4/564°F FWIS when manually tripping the reactor in MODE | or 2,
or to apply to the US NRC to change Table 3.3,2-1 of the plant’s Technical Specifications in
order (o permit the bypassing of the P-4/564°F FWIS in MODEs | and 2 just prior to manually
1ripping the reactor. It was at this point that the issue had, alter nearly two years, come full circle

back to | < « o in 2005 originally requested that the Reactor

Shutdown procedure be modified to allow manually tripping the reactor) who, by 2007, was the

I ) - Jonvary 10,2007 email o [ (scc below, pp. 21-22 of

this enclosure) I stated:

I would like to see it documented on a QA record that Accident Analysis and Licensing
concur that the P-4/564°F FWIS can be bypassed in MODE | below 564°F.

In an effort to meet the above request, it was decided in a January 10-11, 2007 email exchange
{scc below, pp. 18-20 of this enclosure) thot:

...the 1OCFRS50.59 screening evalnation for the procedure change is the appropriare
place tv document that this change is within Callaway s current licensing bases.

On February 28, 2007 [ of Licensing prepared the |0CFRS0.59 Screening for Revision
00 to OTG-ZZ-00005. Addendum 01 (the new procedure which allowed bypassing the

P-4/564°F FWIS just prior to manuaily tripping the control rods). [ of s2fety
Analysis reviewed this 10CFRS0.59 Screening on March 1, 2007, 1n the screcning document it

is stated {see below, p. 45 of this enclosure):
This non-critical enabled fimction, FWIS on P-4 coincident with low RCS T-ave, is not 4

TS required SSC. If it were a TS regnired SSC, it would be required 1o be listed as a
sub-fimction under TS Tuble 3.3.2-1 Function 5. It is not. FWIS on P-4 coincident with
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B conccrs were not well received (sec below, pp. 13-15 of this enclosurc). For my
part, after spending the better part of threc years optimizing the Reactor Shutdown and Plant
Cool Down procedures, 1 was accused by Opcrations of attempting to sabotage the refueling
outage. By the nine o'clock hour on March 30, 2007 [ was tired of arguing with my superiors,
and | was willing 1o accept and adapt to a situation [ knew to be wrong and to focus on
downplaying problenis instead of actively Irying to correct them. In an email to_
(sec below, p. 13 of this enclosure) I offered to answer CAR 200703001 with wording similar to
the I0CFR50.59 Screening of Revision 00 to OTG-ZZ-00005, Addendum 0!. Similarly broken
of his desirc to continuc fighting, [l dcictcd CAR 200703001 (sec below, p. 13 of this
enclosure). Since CAR 200703001 had never been sent to the daily Screening Committee
meeting, there is no record of it at Callaway Plant, but somewhcre in a box in my vacant home in
Jefferson City, Missouri I still have a hardcopy of it.

It should be noted that beating down ||l end bis inconvenient safety concem was
financially the correct course of action for Ameren to take under the US NRC’s Reactor
Oversight Process (ROP). Under the Reactor Oversight Process, the safety significance of an
issue determines the level of regulatory scrutiny and punishment which will be applied to it. As
I v outd assurcdly acknowledge, his concerns werc of low safity significance duc to
the fact that the P-4/564°F FWIS would be bypassed for a very short time and the likelihood of
the requisitc equipment failures occurring during that short time window is very slight. [

concerns were about doing the right thing from a regulatory standpoint. However, in
order to do the right thing, Callaway Plant would have needed to change its refucling outage
schedule at the eleventh hour. At hundreds of thousands of dollars an hour, even slight changes
to the outage schedule would have amounted 10 significant expenses. Bonuscs at Callaway Plant
are heavily dependent on meeting refueling outage schedules and costs, so there was monetarily
much at risk by Callaway Plant’s upper management. Converscly, under the Reactor Oversight
Process. low risk-significant violations of plant licensing commitments typically amount to no
monctary penaltics. Although “willful violations™ of licensing commitments are treated
seriously, these are nearly impossible to objectively prove. The odds that this issue would ever
be brought betore the US NRC were slight (it is only by chance that [ came across it again when
reviewing revision 01 to Wolf Creek’s LER 482-2009-009). Now that it has been brought before
the NRC, it is unlikely this I0CFR2.206 will be acted upon. Even if acted upon, it is still very
unlikely that there will be anything greater than a noncited violation issued to Callaway Plant.
By removing the subjective judgments of the regionial leadership from the regulatory formula,
the Reactor Oversight Process has made it nearly impossible to punish plants who are “gaming
the regulations™ until a risk significant incident occurs; as a result, we are reactive in our
rcgulation instead of proactive. :
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§1.4. Integrated Inspection Report at Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Company

On August 22, 2009 US NRC inspectors at Wolf Creek observed Instrumentation and Controls
(1&C) technicians install jumper wires to bypass the P-4/564°F FWIS while the plant was in
MODE 3. In Intcgrated Inspection Report 05000482/2009004 (sce below, pp. 47-51 of this
enclosure) the inspectors stated:

The inspectors and the NRR technical specification branch found this 1o be contrary 10
the Updated Safety Analvsis Report, the technical specifications, the technical
specification bases, and the NRC safety evaluations supporting the technical
specifications.

Based on the above observation, the inspectors issued a noncited violation (NCV -
05000482/2009004-04) for “Failure to Implement Engineered Safety Features Actuation System
Technical Specifications Results in 2 Missed Mode Change."

§1.5. Licensee Event Report 482-2009-009

As a result of NCV 05000482/2009004-04, Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Company submitted
Licensee Event Report 482-2009-009 in D;cembcr 2009 and submitted a rcvision (LER 482-
2009-009-01) on March 22, 2010.

Item 1.C.5 of the TMI Action Plan requires that licensees shall;

..prepare procedures 10 assure that operaling information pertinent to plant safery
originating both within and outside the utility organization is continually supplied tv
,operators and other personnel and is incorporated into training and retraining
programs. ‘

1t is unclear how Callaway Plant meets the above requirement. One would think that a Licensee
Event Report from Callaway Plant's “sister plant” concemning an entry into Technical
Specification 3.0.3 would be “operating information pertinent to plant safery”. 1t is unclear why,
following the release of LER 482-2009-009, no one ai Callaway Plant questioned the plant's
practice of bypassing the P-4/564°F FWIS not only in MODE 3 but also in MODEs 1 and 2.

§1.6. Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Company Operating License Amendment
On April 13, 2010 Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Company applied to the US NRC for an

amendment to their Technical Specifications to allow bypassing the P-4/564°F FWIS during
MODE 3 {see below, pp. 54-56 of this enclosure}). On March 30, 2011 the US NRC approved
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amendment 194 to Wolf Creck's Technical Spcciﬁcalions.AAmendmcm 194 added a footnotc to
TS Table 3.3.2-1 similar to what |Jij proposed for Callaway Plant in an email on
September 22, 2006 (see below, p. 25 of this enclosure),

§1.7. Willful Vielations

From Yanuary 2006 through Fcbruary 2007 there was a fair amount of discussion and debatc at
Callaway Plant regarding whether or not an amendment to the plant’s Technical Specifications
was required to allow bypassing the P-4/564°F FWIS in MODES 1 and 2 just prior to manually
tripping the reactor. o the end, it is my opinion that | (of Licensing) and [
(of Safety Analysis) reached the wrong conclusion in their I0CFR50.59 screening of Revision 00
to OTG-ZZ-00005, Addendum Q1. However, it is also my opinion that neither one of these men
were guilty of either willful violation or incompetence; their error was nothing more than an
honest mistake, made while trying to understand complex licensing irements (e.g. although
TS Table 3.3,2-1 clearly requires P-4 to be operable, since

Although | do not believe there was willful violation committed during the |0CFR50.59 review
process, 1 do believe that cither willful violations or instances of gross incompetence have
occurred at Callaway Plant since February 2007 with regard to bypassing the P-4/564°F FWIS,
Specifically: ‘

1t is my opinion that the two bulleted items above demonsirate that Callaway Plant has cithera
grossly incompetent management team or has a culture which willfully chooses to ignore
inconvenient licensing issues,
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There are some al the NRC who will attempt to prevent the above items from being transparently
addressed through the 10CFR2.206 process. If the concerns above are remitted to another
process (e.g. the anti-transparent Allegation Process) [ believe that it is inappropriate for
inspectors from Region TV to be assigned to investigate these concerns. Region [V has
consistently validated Callaway Plant’s Probicm Identification and Resolution (PI&R) process
and Safety Culture as satisfactory and therefore has a vested interest in downplaying the
problems which exist in Ameren’s corporate culture. It is my opinion that any allegation
investigation should be performed by NRC Headquarters or another regional office.

§2. Requests per 10CFR2.206
Please treat the requests in the sections below per 10CFR2.206. 4
§2.1. Immediate Action Request

I request that the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission take the following action in a timely
manner to ensure that Callaway Plant does not inadvertently enter Technical Specification 3.0.3
by violating Technical Specification 3.3.2:

1. Prohibit Callaway Plant from bypassing the P-4/564°F Feedwater Isolation Sigaal until
the practice has been reviewed by the US NRC and determined to be in compliance with
Technical Specification 3.3.2,

§2.2. Requests for Evaluation

[ request the appropriate staff at the US NRC Office of Nuclcar Reactor Regulation perform the
following actions in order to evaluate my conceras:

2. The US NRC review the Green Noncited Violation of Technical Specification 3.0.3 from
August 22, 2009 contained on pages 3, 4, 19, 20 and 2} of the enclosure to Integrmted
Inspection Report 05000482/2009004 (ML.093140803) and determine if a similar
violation applics to Callaway Plant (these pages are provided below as pp. 47-51).

3. The US NRC review LER 482-2009-009-01 (ML100890421) and determine if a similar
LER is required by Callaway Plant to report any violations of TS 3.0.3 as a result of their
bypassing of the P-4/564°F FWIS during MODEs | or 2.

4. The US NRC review the Green Nonvited Violation of Technical Specification 3.0.3 from
August 22, 2009 contained on page |0 of the enclosure to Integrated Inspection Report
05000482/2009005 (ML.100430713) and determine if a similar violation applies to
Callaway Plant (this page is provided below as p. 52).
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5. The US NRC review Amendment 126 1o Callaway Plant’s operating license
(MLO021640348) and determine if they believe there is anything in this license
amendment which allows the utility to block the P-4/564°F Fecdwater Isolation Signal
during MODEs | or 2 just prior to shutting down the reactor by manually tripping the
control rods, Pleasc comment specifically on paragraph 2.4 of Enclosurc 2 (found on
page 24 of ML021640348 and provided below on p. 41).

6. The US NRC review Callaway Plant's Reactor Shutdown Procedure (OTG-ZZ-00005)
including the 10CFR50.59 screening paperwork for OTG-ZZ-00005, Addendum 01,
Revision 00 (included below as pp. 43-46) which was signcd--s 272872007y
and [JJHEIIIN (3/1/2007), and determine if the US NRC agrees with the utility’s
answer to screening question 5. Please comment specifically on the statement:

This non-critical enabled function, FWIS on P-4 coincident with low RCS T-avg.
is nat a TS required SSC. If it were a TS required SSC, it would be required 1o be
listed as a sub-funciion under TS Table 3.3.2-1 Function 5. It is not. FWIS on
P-4 coincicdent with low RCS T-avg does not meet any of the Jour criteria for TS
inclusion in 10CFRS0.36(c)(2)(ii).

§2.3. Requests for Action

Based on the detcrminations made by the NRC staft for items {-6 in section §2.2, please take
action per either section §2.3.1 or §2.3.2 as appropriate.

§2.3.1. Actions regarding Callaway Piant

If the NRC determines that by-passing the P-4/564°F Feedwater Isolation Signal during MODEs
1 and 2 at Callaway Plant is a violation of the plant’s Technical Specifications, then I request that
the actions below be taken, Note that, due to Region 1V's past involvement with this issue, 1
suggest the actions below be handled by inspectors and/or investigators from cither headquarters
or a different regional office:

7. lssue a violation to Callaway Plant for every inadvertent entry into TS 3.0.3 which has
occurred as a result of by-passing the P-4/564°F FWIS during MODEs | and 2.

8. Determine what deficiencies in Callaway Plant's 10CFRS50.59 Screening Process alfowed
a procedure change to be made which violated the plant’s Technical Specifications.

5. Review the email trail included in this enclosure (pp. 13-39) and investigate what failed
in the Safety Culture at Callaway Plant that caused the concems raised in Callaway
Action Request 200703001 to go unaddressed,

10. Determine ifthere are any deficiencies in Callaway Plant's ability to process and learn
from industry Opcrating Experience (OpE) in light of the fact that apparently no action
was taken by Ameren in response to LER 482-2009-009 revisions 00 and 01.
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11. Determine if there are any deficiencics in Callaway Plant’s ability to work with industry
peers in light of the fact that their “sister plant™ submitted a License Amendment (Wolf
Creek’s LA 194) which, although somewhat applicable to Callaway Plant, was not
addressed by Callaway Plant,

12. Determine why the US NRC did not look at Callaway Plant’s practices regarding
blocking the P-4/564°F FWIS c¢nce it was noted in August 2009 that Wolf Creek’s
practices (Callaway's “sister plant”) did not meet her Technical Specifications,

§2.3.2. Actions regarding Wolf Creek Nuclear Operating Company

If the NRC determings that by-passing the P-4/564°F Fecdwater Isolation Signal during MODEs
| and 2 at Callaway Plant is not a violation of the plant’s Technical Specifications, then | request
that the actions below be taken. Note that, due to Region I'V’s past involvement with this issue, |
suggest the actions below be handled by inspectors and/or investigators from either headquarters
or a different regional office:

13, Review NCV 05000482/2009004-04 in light of the Callaway Plant determination and, if
appropriate, withdraw this noncited violation (see below, p. 51 of this enclosure).

14. Review the NCV from IR 05000482/2009005 regarding LER 482-2009-009-00 in light
of the Callaway Plant determination and, if appropriate, withdraw this noncited violation
(see below, p. 52 of this enclosure),

15. Review Licensee Event Reports 482-2009-009-00 and 482.2009-009-01 in light of the
Callaway Plant determination and, if appropriate, have Wolf Creek either withdraw the
LERSs or submit a new revision which correctly discusses how her Technical
Specifications were not met.

16. If appropriate, reimburse Wolf Creek Nuclcar Operating Company for any cxpenses
unnecessarily incurred in submitting and processing LER 482-2009-009 revisions 00 &
01 and Amendment 194 to the plant™s Technical Specifications so that the nuclear rate
payers of the State of Kansas are not unfairly burdened by errors made by the staff of the
US Nuclear Regulatory Conimission.

§3. Supporting Documents

The remainder of this enclosure is supporting documentation:

AMETEN EMALIS, ... vt ivniiriiirittiriirrr e e s e e pp. 13-39
NRR Safety Evaluation for LA I26.............oiiiiiiminnn pp. 40-42
I0CFRS50.59 Screening for OTG-ZZ-00005, Addendum 01, Revision 00....... pp. 43-46
Sclect pages from ML093140803, ML100430713, ML 100890421,

ML101100391, ML 110550846, and MLI111661877..................oeenenin, pp. 47-57
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From: Criscione, Larry S,

Sent: Friday, March 30, 2007 4:50 AM
To: DL CAL CARS Screening

b .

In ULNRC-03681, AmerenUE commitied to use the P-4/Lo Tavg FWIS bypass only under the following condiions:
(1) RCS Tavg <S564°F
(2) | i volutionjand at the point before the Rx trip breakers are opened
(3) The P-4/Lo Tavg FWIS will berestored prior to reaching Mode 2 during a startup evolution.

The concem in CARS 200703001 Is that we may not be legalislically meeting our commitment (2) In ULNRC-03681 and
literal compliance with T/S 3.3.2 Funclion 8.a,

It is not clear what “in a shutdown evolution” entaiis. In his answer (ol CA0139 comment (see attachment to
the CARS) assumes “in a shutdown evolution” to mean the operators are Intending to shutdown the plant. The
concern is that when ULNRC-03681 was written, "in a shutdown evolution™ meani |he rod banks were inserled and the
operators were al the point of opening the reactor trip breakers (i.e. the operators were performing the evolution of
shutling down the piant and were in MODE 3). Refér to RFR 17015A. If this is how the NRC will-interpret "In a shutdown
ewolution® then they may question whether OTG-ZZ-00005, Addendum 01 meets our commitments to them,

Rt should be noted that CARS 200703001 does not conlend the performance of OTG-ZZ-00005, Addendum 01 is unsafe.
The contention is that It may not meet the NRC's Interpretation of our ULNRC-03681 commitments

Based on our current regulatory level of scrutiny, these concems must be addressed prior lo conducting the shutdown,
Please ensure CARS 200703001 is screened appropriately.

Thank you,
Larry Criscione

From:

:F% gua !!, 57 11:56 AM
Ce! e, Larry S.;

Subiect: RE: Re-Screen -

Just wanted o let you know [ scit out a message 10 the design supervisors 10 let me know if | can make the
change from an RFR to an ACNO. As soon as [ hear trom them, T will be happy to change the CAR type.
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Now that we have the "go-ahead" from Licensing, Cperations still does not want to incorporate the option of shutting down
by tripping the control rods into OTG-Z2Z-00005 due to Chemistry concerns,

Operations is currently upgrading the OTGs. If the upgrade of OTG-ZZ-D0005 does not include the option of shutting
down by tripping the control rods, it is unlikely this option will be available to us in RF186.

What Chemistry concerns exist regarding tripping the control rods during the shutdown? Have the concems [l
posed in the emalt DTG 200601261129 (several pages below) been addressed?

Thanks,
Larry Criscione

o W—
Sent: n , January 10, 2007 11:31 AM

To: Criscione, Larry S.;
Subject: RE: RFR 200607357 -2Z-00005

Larry,
ﬂ add this option to OTG-ZZ-00005. Thanks for pursuing an RFR to get it on paper.

From: Criscione, Larry S.
Sent: Wednesday, January 10, 2007 9:48 AM
To

(o}
Subject: RF cton

requested | send you a CARS on OTG-ZZ-00005. See Action Notice 200700222. does not wish
to pursue this currently due to outstanding indus!ry concems (mainty with Chemistry). e wi sCUsSing this with
you and RN -

If we decide not to pursue these changes in the current upgrade of OTG-ZZ-00005 but wish to pursue them during cycle
18, ! would suggest assigning Action to Chemistry {and any other concerned departments) to perform the necessary
evaluations EARLY in cycle 16 {due dates within 60 days of the end of RF15) to ensure sufficient time is available in cycle
16 for Operations to perform an upgrade.

Larey Criscione

Lo ———
Sent: , January 10, 2007 9:37 AM

To:
Ce:
Subject: FW: RFR 200607357 & OTG-ZZ-

Please see that we have the proper amount of technical igor documented in our response to address the issue that Larmry
describes beiow. | do not know what lype of document is most appropriate, 1 suspect that an RFR is, but if we have some
other licensing or safety analysis way of doing this that Is searchable and retrievable, let me know.

Thanks,
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fuel. ) realize that short refueling are the best thing for Callaway (I'm all for <20 days) bue we nced io be
carcful and consider all the consequences.

25, 2008 1IRPM

- ; = iy
Subfect: OL#1189 use’an MODES 1and 2
[ ]

In rezpanse 10 your question on allowing the ose of the Mcdwater isoletion by pess switch in MODE | or MODE 2, } uncovered the
following, We caregorized the bypass switch designcbonge asen Unteviewed Safety Questian in OL#1 189 (ULNRC-03628 dated
2897) under the 014 50,59 nde and limiwcd its use to prior 10 MODE 2 entsy in ULNRC-03681 dated 11/10/97. NRC'’s Safery
Evalustion fr Amendaznt | 26 dated (4/23/98 (bottom of page 2) also Emited the wse of the bypasa switch 1o “prior 1o enistiag
MODE 2. However. nothing was added 10 the Tech Specs, the Tech Spec Bases. ar the FSAR on this MODE 2 limitation and curvent

Buses page B 3.3.2-37 hes no such restriction.
Thercefore, | e the desire 1o usc this switch in MODES 1 and 2 os triggenng the commitioent change procass of APA-22-00340 Skep
9. The desired change would anpact COMN 43387, 1 am not invoived with the Conwrtment Tracking Proaess, nor have | ever beee,
but reading throsgh the procedure | would advise the following:

1. Person requesting the ¢! filts owt forme CA 1571 and CA23SB persiep 9 of APA-22-00540,
2 Fomms mmmumm Comenitment Tracking transfers fror [ o~ RRA grovp
0 grea
Mogt of the CA2358 form questions will be mwered ~No™ besed on t he distusSion in the OL 8t 189 submiral (ULNRC-

03628 discusses how FWIS on P-4 with coincident low T-avg is not crediied in oy accidend analyses): howeves. question 4
on the form needs 10 be Iswared “Y ¢3” since thecommitmént is In an NRC SE. 1 think this chenge will be alfowed, but
must be described in the "next commitmant update repon”, sdmever that is. Maybe MAR aan provide more backgroend, bul

- u. will be ¢ ones actually res ponsible for this repost.
| teve no further knowtedge of the comnriiment change process. but the sbove should gt the process stored.

oo ;
Sant: » JINUBTY 11, 2006 8:22 AM
Yo Credane, Lary S.

Subject: RE: RFR 200600140

3

Lary,
Besed on this small | heve 1gken this CARbeck 1o Initiste for you.
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22 New Steam Generator Level Low-Low Funcliona! Unit

A new Functional Unit 5 d, Steam Generator (SG) Water Level Low-Low {for feedwaler 1solation
only}, would be added to Tables 3 3-3, 3 34, and 4 3-2 This change 15 more restrictive The
main feedwater isolation valve {MFIV) isolation on SG water level low-low i1solation was added
to the plant design to address a concern that AFW flow could be fed back through the MFW
system instead of 1o the SGs under certain break condiions  This 1solation signal 1s credited in
the analyses for the loss of non-emergency AC power, loss of normal feedwater, and feedwater
system pipe break events  This 1solation signal was not included in the ongal TS, which wers
based on the Westinghouse Standard Techrucal Spectfications (STS), because nesther the STS
at the time nor the current STS include this 1solation signal  While this isolation signal had not
previously been included in the TS, the licensee stated that they have always performed
surveillances on this isolation signal consistent with other automatic actuation logic and
actuation relays applicable in MODES 1.3 This change 1s acceptable

23  Tnp Time Delay Apphcabllity

The applicable MODES i Table 3 3-3 for auxwiary feedwater (AFW) SG Water Level Low-Low
Functionat Units € d 1) c), Start Motor Dnven Pumps Vessel Deita T (Power-1, Power-2), and
6 d 2) ¢}, Start Turbine-Driven Pump Vessel Delta T (Power-1, Power-2), would be ravised to
delele MODE 3 Functional Unit 6 d 3) in Table 4 3-2 would also be revised to delete MODE 3
This function 1s used to change the trip tme delays depending on power level At reactor
thermal power less than or equal to 10 percent, the maxamum trip time delay i1s enabled, and
the maximumn tnp time delay should always be ensbled n MODE 3 This change 1s acceptable

24  Feedwater Isolation on P-4/Low Tavg

The Bases for Funchional Unit 11 b, Reactor Trip P-4, in Table 3 3-3 would be revised to add 8
note allowing the feedwater isolation function on P-4 {reactor tnp and bypass breakers opern)
coincident with low Tavg (Tavg s 564°F) to be blocked Tha reason for the change 18 to
decrease unnecessary cycling of the MFIVs and AFW systam which adversely impacts startup
and shutdown evolutions This feedwater isolation function provides backup protecton for
excessive cooldown events and 18 not credited in any FSAR analyses The licensee has
proposed to install a bypass swilch to block this signal durmg startup and shutdown evoiulions
with Tavg s 554°F just prior to opening the reaclor trip breakers The feedwatsr isolation
function would be restored by manually defeating the bypass prior to entering MODE 2 This

; change s acceptable

2% Conclusion

The staff has reviewed the licensee's proposed TS changes to revise the feedwaler 1soiation
ESFAS functions Based on the review, the staff conciudes that the proposed TS changes are

acceptable
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30 STATE CONSULTATION .

In accordance with the Comrmsqun's regulations, the Missour: State official was notified of the
proposed issuance of the amendment The State official had no comments

40 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

The amendment changes a requirement with respect o the installation or use of a facility
comgonent iocated within the restricted area as defined in 10 CFR Part 20 and changes
survelllance requrements The NRC staff has determined that the amendment involves no
significant increase in the amounts, and no significant change in the types, of any effluents that
may be released offsite, and that there is no significant increase i individual or cumulative
occupational radiation exposure  The Commission has previously 1ssued a proposed finding
that the amendment involves no significant hazards consideration, and there has been no
public comment on such finding (62 FR 66144) Accordingly, the amendment meets the
ehgibility cntena for categorical exclusion sat forth in 10 CFR 51 22(c)8) Pursuant to 10 CFR
51 22(b) no environmental impact staternent or environmental assessment naad be prepared in
connection with the issuance of the amengment

50 CONCLUSION

The Commussion has conciuded, based on the consweratons discussed above, that (1) there 1s
reasonable assurance that the health and safely of the public will not be endangered by
operation in the proposed manner, (2) such activibes will be conducted 1n comphance with the
Commission’s reguiations, and (3} the issuance of the amendment will not be imnwcal to the
common defense and secunity or to the health and safaty of the public

Prnncpal Contributor A Cubbage
Date April 23, 1998
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. Attachment to 10CFRS0.59 Sereen
CA2511 Section Vii OTG-ZZ-0000S Add. 1 Rev. 0
Page 2012

CREENIN ESTIONS

10CFR50.59 screening question 1 is answered "No” since the proposed procedure changes
do not involve any physical alterations to the piant (no new or different type of equipment will
be installed). There are no design changes involved to the reactor trip system (RTS),
engineered safety features actuation system (ESFAS), or any other structures, systems, and
components (SSCs).

10CFR50.59 screening question 2 is answered “No” since the proposed procedure changes
do not adversely affect how any FSAR-described SSC design functions are performed or
controlled. There are changes to the procedural controls for tripping the piant and isolating
one of the FWIS functions, as discussed above, These changes deal with the performance of
& manual reactor trip and the isolation of the FWIS that is derived from the coincidence of P-4
(satisfied by reactor trip breaker position switches showing the breakers are open after a
reactor trip) and low reactor coolant system (RCS) T-avg (enabled at 564°F). The proper
timing of when to manually trip the reactor has always been under licensee purview and
requires no further evaluation under 50.59. The procedure changes related to blocking FWIS
in MODE 2 have already been reviewed and approved by the NRC in OL. Amendment 126.

10CFR50.59 screening question 3 is answerad "No” since the proposed procedure changes do
not revise or replace any FSAR-described accident evaluation methodology that is used to
establish the design bases or used in the safety analyses. No changes to the Area 5
steamline break hazards analysis in FSAR Appendix 3B are required, as discussed further
below in the response to screening question 5.

10CFR50.59 screening question 4 is answered “No” since the proposed procedure changes do
not involve any tests or experiments not described in the FSAR,

10CFR50.59 screening question 5 is answered “No” since there are no changes required to
the Technical Specifications (TS). TS Table 3.3.2-1 Function 8.a requires that the P-4
permissive be OPERABLE in MODES 1, 2, and 3. However, the operability of the P-4
permissive is unaffectad by these procedure changes since nothing associated with the RTB
position switches or SSPS cabinset! design is being changed. |The permissive itself will remain
OPERABLE in MODES 1, 2, and 3; however, a non-critical enabled function *downstream” of
P-4 will be blocked in MODE 2. This non-critical enabled function, FWIS on P-4 coincident
with low RCS T-avg, is not a TS required SSC. If it were a TS required SSC, it would be
required to be listed as a sub-function under TS Table 3.3.2-1 Function 5. Itis not. FWISon
P-4 coincident with low RCS T-avg does not meet any of the four criteria for TS inclusion in 10
CFR 50.38(c)(2)(li). | This actuation signal is not required to mi tigate any accident, This
actuation signal is modeled in the analysis of an Area 5 steamline break, but only for the
purposes of providing conservatively early feedwater [solation to minimize the time to SG tube
uncovery for mass and energy (M/E) releases In Area 5 for break sizes < 1.2 square fest per
Section 6.6.2.2.3 and Table 8.6.2-4 of RSG WCAP-16140 and WCA P-16265. in other words,
it is only modeled where it makes the results worse ~ it is not a required design function.

Therefors, a 50.59 Evaluat on (form CA2512) is not required for the proposed procedure
changes. Enclosure, page 45



- CA2511 Section VI . Attachment to I0CFR30.59 Screen
OTG-ZZ-D0008 Add. 3 Rev. 0
Pagelof2

BACKGROUND

OTG-ZZ-00005 Addendum 1 Revision 0 was developed from steps in existing OTG-ZZ-00006
Addendum 3 and simulator scenarios as one of two methods, in the case of this addendum by
performing a manual reactor trip, for inserting the control and shutdown banks. Some
differences exist between this new OTG-ZZ-00005 Addendum 1 Revision 0 and existing OTG-
ZZ-00006 Addendum 3 due to different entry conditions, including different operational
MODES and the fact that the shutdown banks will now be inserted by the manual reactor trip
(MODE 2 in the case of new OTG-ZZ-00005 Addendum 1 Revision 0 during a plant shutdown
from 20% RTP to MODE 3 vs. a plant shutdown from MODE 3 to MODE 5 in the case of
existing OTG-ZZ-00006 Addendum 3). However, these ancillary changes in the Purpose,
Scope, Precautions and Limitations, and Prerequisites are to be expected. Changes to the
Procedure Instructions are also required to reflect the different plant conditions that will exist at
addendum entry {such as a heightened concem over excessive RCS temperature reductions
and measures enacted for lstdown control, different desired SG levels, different set of main
control boards alarms to be expected, checking that intermediate range NIS channels indicate
a fowering neutron flux, expectation that E-0 (Reactor Trip or Safety Injection), be entered if
unexpected conditions arise, and additional steps tied to restoring and stabilizing SG level,
RCS pressure, and RCS temperature). All of these changes are also to be expected given the
different set of plant conditions associated with addendum usage. Changes have also been
made to replace a specific SG narrow range level in some steps with a reference to the control
or program band, but these are equivalent changes requiring no further screening.

Therefors, the timing of rod insertion and blocking an automatic feedwater isolation signal is at
the crux of this 50.59 screening form.

In the NRC's Safety Evaluation for OL Amendment 126 dated 4-23-98, the NRC statf
specifically reviewed and found acceptable our feedwater Isolation signal (FWIS) bypass
switch design and our using it to biock the FWIS initiated by the coincidence of P-4 and low
T-avg as long as its use was limited to the following plant conditions:

« T-avg less than or equal to 564°F (the plant can be in MODE 1 or 2, but T-avg must
be < 564°F)

« just prior to opening the reactor trip breakers {RTBs) which satisfies the P-4 portion
of this feedwater isolation signal’s logic.

These limitations will be met by step 5.2.11.b of OTG-ZZ-00005 Revision 25 which is being
issued concurrently with this OTG-ZZ-00005 Addendum 1 Revision 0.

NRC also wanted this particular FWIS function to be restored by defeating the bypass prior to
entering MODE 2 ascending during startup from an outage. This limitation is met by step 4.16
of existing OTG-ZZ-00002 Revision 36. As long as thess limitations are observed, the plant
will operate within the bounds of an amendment previously reviewed and approved by NRC.
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This page and the following 4 pages are taken from NRC IR
05000482/2009004 which is found in ADAMS as MLO0O93140803.

The cause of the finding has a problem identification and resolution crosscutting aspect
in the area associated with the corrective action program because Wolf Creek failed to
thoroughly evaluate the failure mechanism such that the resolutions address the causes
and extent of conditions, as necessary, Specifically Wolf Creek did not properly
consider the possibility of common-cause pitting failures which could have Impacted the
essential service water piping Train A structural integrity thereby affecting its cooling
loads, including the Emergency Diesel Generator A [P.1(c)] (Section 1R15).

Green. The inspectors identified a noncited violation of Technical Specification 3.8.1,
Required Action B.4.2.2 on March 24, 2009 when the licensee performed elective
malntenance on safety bus relays and removed equipment from seryvice that was
required by the technical specification and the NRC Safety Evaluation Report (SER)
while in an extended diesel generator outage. The maintenance had the potential to
open the normal offsite feeder breaker. This issue has been entered into the corrective
action program as Condition Report 15727.

The inspectors determined that the failure to implement requirements of Technical
Specification 3.8.1 and the associated NRC safety evaluation was a performance
deficlency. The finding was more than minor because it is assoclated with the
equipment performance attribute for the Mitigating Systems Comnerstone and affected
the cornerstone objective to ensure the availabliity, reliability, and capability of systems
that respond to initiating events to prevent undesirable consequences (i.e., core
damage). The finding was determined to be of very low safety significance because the
issue did not result in the Train B offsite power being inoperable for greater than

24 hours and did not involve extemal events such as flooding. Additionally, the cause of
the finding has a problem identification and resolution crosscutting aspec! In the area
associated with the corrective action program. Specifically, Wolf Creek did an extent of
condition review In response to a previous viclation which included :

Procedure STS IC-208B, but still failed to prohibit performance of STS IC-208B during
the 7-day diese! outages [P.1(c)] {Section 1R19).

Green, [On August 22, 2009, the inspeclors identified a nonciied violation of Technical

pecification 3.0.3 in which both trains of Technical Specification 3.3.2 engineered safety
features actuation system interlock function 8.a were bypassed with jumper wires in
accordance with a plant procedure, Function 8.a is the interlock for reactor trip signal
coincident with lo Tave signal. Wolf Creek blocked the signal from the feedwater valves
with jumper wires during control rod drive motor-generator testing in Mode 3. The
Inspectors and the NRR technical specification branch found this to be contrary to the
Updated Safety Analysis Report, the technical specifications, the technical specification
bases, and the NRC safety evaiuations supporting the technical specifications. | The
licensee entered this issue in their corrective action program as Condition Report 19318.

The inspeciors found that the failure to implement Technical Spacification 3.3.2 interlock,
function 8.8 was a performance deficiency. The inspectors determined that this finding
was more than minor because it is assoclated with the design control attribute of the
Mitigating Systems Cornerstone and it affected the cornerstone objective to ensure the
availability, reliability, and capability of mitigating systems that respond to initiating
levents to prevent undesirable consequences (i.e., core damage). [The inspeclors
evaluated the significance of this finding usmg Inspection Manual Chapter 0609.04,

-3 Enciosure
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Enforcement. Wolf Creek Technical Specification, Table 3.3.2.1, function 8 includes
engineered safety features actuation system interlocks. Function 8.a, the P-4 interiock,
requires two trains to be operable in Modes 1, 2, and 3. Function 8.a does not provide a
required action for both trains of engineered safety fealures actuation system interlocks
inoperable. Wolf Creek Technical Specification 3.0.3 requires the plant to be in Mode 4
within 13 hours if there is no required action specified for a limiting condition of operation
that cannot be met. Contrary to the above, from August 22 to August 23, 2009,

Wolf Creek failed to change modes from Mode 3 to Mode 4 when both trains of
engineered safety features actuation system Interlock function 8.a, P-4, were inoperable
for greater than 13 hours. Specifically, from August 22 to 23, 2009, Wolf Creek falled to
change modes from Mode 3 to Mode 4 when both trains were removed from service for
approximately 20 hours. Because this violation was determined to be of very low safety
significance and was placed in the corrective action program as Condition Report 19318,
this violation is being treated as a noncited violation in accordance with Section VI.A.1 of
the Enforcement Policy: NCV 05000482/2009004-04, “Fallure to Implement Engineered
Safety Features Actuation System Technical Specification Resulls in Missed Mode

|[Change.”

Evaluations of Changes, Tests, or Experiments and Permanent Plant
Modifications (71111.17)

Inspection Scope

The inspectors reviewed the effectiveness of the licensee's implementation of
evaluations performed in accordance with 10 CFR 50.59, “Changes, Tests, and
Experiments,” and changes, tests, experiments, or methodology changes that the
licensee determined did not require 10 CFR 5§0.59 avaluations. The Inspection
procedure requires the review of 6 to 12 liconsee evaiuations required by 10 CFR 50.59,
12 to 25 changes, tests, or experiments that were screened out by the licensee and 5to
15 permanent plant modifications.

The inspeclors reviewad 9 evaluations required by 10 CFR 50.59. These included:
. 2006-001, Radiological Consequences of a Fuel Handling Accident, Revision 0

. 2008-0006, Wolf Creek Generating Station (WCGS) Simplified Head Assembly
{SHA) Drop Analysis, Revision 0

. 2008-0008, Use of Dedicated Operator for S| Pump B Room caoler
Replacement, Revision 0 : ‘ :

. 2005-004, WCGS Rod Withdrawal at Power Event Safety Analysis, Revision 0
. 2008-001, Evaluations of Voids in the ECCS Suction Piping, Revision 0
. 2008-002, Evaluations of Voids in the ECCS Discharge Piping, Revision 0

. 2006-002, Power Cperation, Revision 54

-21- . Enclosure
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